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REMARKS 

Claims 1-22 are pending in the present application. In the Office Action mailed 
January 5, 2005, the Examiner rejected claims L 5, 8-11, 13, 16, and 22 under 35 U.S. C. 
§ 102(c) as being anticipated by Smith ct al. (USP 6,594,673). The Examiner next 
rejected claims 2, 3, and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smith el 
al. in view of Jaooby et al. (US 2001/0034639). Claims 4, 6, 7, 12, and 15 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smith ct al. in view of Jacoby et ah, 
and further in view of Hotter (USP 5,799, 151). Claims 1 7 and 1 8 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) us being unpatentable over Smith el al. in view of Hotter, and further in 
view of Leeds (US 2002/0138588), Claims 19 and 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smith et al. in view of Hotter, and further in view of 
Leeds, and further in view of Durst Jr. et al. (US 2001/0032252), 

Background 

Before substantively addressing the rejections, Applicant wishes to take the 
opportunity to highlight the fundamental distinctions between the claimed invention and 
the art of record and, specifically, Smith et al. The claimed invention is directed to a 
system and method for automatically performing th e ta sk of cross-pollin atina a post to 
multiple computerized bulletin boards. On the other hand, Smith et al. teaches a system 
and method for creating a visualization or graphical representation of the organization of 
i nformation, which may include graphical representations of the organization of cross- 
pollinated posts across multiple computerized bulletin boards. Therefore, the claimed 
invention is a system and method for actually creating cross-pollinated posts while Smith 
et aL teaches a system and method for graphically representing the organization of data 
that may include cross-pollinated posts. 

Applicant does not contend that no posts were ever "cross-pollinated" to multiple 
computerized bulletin boards prior to conception of the claimed invention nor has 
Applicant attempted to claim "cross-pollination" in the abstract. This point is clearly 
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made in the section of Smith el al. cited by the Examiner, which states that "| s]omc posts 
are copied or cross-posted to more than one newsgroup." Col. 5, Ins. 59-60. However, 
neither this statement nor any other in the art of record leach or suggest ihe claimed 
system and method for automatically performing cross-pollination. Rather, as discussed 
in the Background of the Invention section of Applicant's Specification, identifying posts 
that relate to more than one topic and, therefore, any subsequent steps of performing 
cross-pollination, ct require| a uscrj to navigate more than one bulletin board or thread of 
posts to view all the user posts directed or relevant to the particular topic of interest." Pg. 
1, U 4. Therefore, the novelty of the claimed invention does not lie within cross- 
pollination in the abstract but, instead, within the claimed system and method for 
automatically performing the cross-pollinalion. 

In summary. Applicant has not abstractly claimed cross-pollination of information 
across a computerized buUetin board system but has claimed a specific system and 
method of automating the process of cross-pollination, which, until the claimed 
invention. Applicant believes was performed manually. Further, the claimed invention 
and Smith et al. are directed lo very different purposes. Spcciilcally, the claimed 
invention is a system and method for automatically cross-pollinating a post across 
multiple similarly relevant computerized bulletin boards while Smith et al. teaches a 
system and method for generating a graphical representation of collaborative information. 
Therefore, while Smith ct al. teaches that its system and method may be applied to 
computerized bulletin board systems to generate a graphical representation of the 
information contained therein, Smith ct al. docs not teach or suggest any system or 
method for generating the information contained in the bulletin board systems, and 
certainly does not teach or suggest generating the information through the claimed system 
and method of cross-pollination. These point are further illustrated when the specific 
elements of the claims are considered in detail with respect to the teachings and 
suggestions of the prior art. 
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Rejections Under §102 

The Examiner rejected claim ) as anticipated by Smith et al. Applicant has 
amended claim 1 to clarify the invention. Specifically, claim 1 has been amended to 
clarify that Lhe steps of determining at least one topic of relevance of a post to a 
computerized bulletin board, determining one or more other computerized bulletin boards 
related to the at least one topic of relevance, and placing a copy of the post on each of the 
one or more other computerized bulletin boards related to the at least one topic of 
relevance, arc performed automatically . As discussed above, while Smith et al. does stale 
that post may have been cross posted or pollinated, Smith et aL does not Leach or suggest 
that the process of cross posting is or even can be performed automatically. 

For at least these reasons, claim 1 is patentably distinct from the art of record. 
Furthermore, claims 2-9 are in condition for allowance at least pursuant to the chain of 
dependency. 

Additionally, Applicant notes that claim 2 has been amended to correct a 
typographical error. That is, claim 2 erroneously called for the step of "searching the 
post for one or more keyboards indicative of the at least one topic of relevance." 
(Emphasis added). However, the word "keyboards" clearly should have read 
"keywords." As such, Applicant has amended claim 2 to correct this typographical error. 

The Examiner rejected claims 10 and 22 under the same basis as claim L In 
particular, the Examiner asserted that Smith et al. teaches i4 a computer readable storage 
medium having a computer program... that when executed by a computer causes the 
computer" or a system including a computer having means to: automatically determine 
whether a particular user post relates to one of a variety of bulletin boards and then 
automatically place a copy of the particular user post on each bulletin board to which the 
post relates. In particular, the Examiner asserted that Smith ct aL teaches this particular 
computerized process in column 5, line 54 to column 6, line 3 and column 6, lines 28-32. 
However, the only relevant portion of the citation, when referring to the type of data that 
may be visualized in a graphical representation of data organization, such as is shown in 
Fig. 3, states, "Some posts arc copied or cross-posted to more than one newsgroup." Col. 
5, Ins. 59-60. Therefore, at best. Smith ct al. teaches that it is possible that some posts 
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may have been previously cross-posted across more than one newsgroup and, therefore, 
when creating a visualization of* the newsgroups, the cross-posting may be reflected in Lhe 
graphical representation, such as in the graphical representation shown in Fig. 3. 

However, nowhere does Smith et al. or the art of record as a whole teach or 
suggest how the cross postings are performed. Furthermore, while claims 10 and 22 are 
clear that the "cross-posting" is performed by computers and, thus, are automated, 
nowhere docs the art of record teach or suggest that automated cross-postings are 
possible. Rather, it seems that the Examiner has used impermissible hindsight in 
proffering the current rejection. See MPEP §2145. That is, there is no teaching or suggest 
within the art of record that cross-posting or cross-pollination of posts to computerized 
bulletin boards may be performed other than manually. Therefore, it seems that the 
Examiner has improperly used Applicant's own disclosure to construe the statement by 
Smith cl al. that "[s]ome posts arc copied or cross-posted to more than one newsgroup," 
as teaching that the coping or cross-posing may be automatically performed by 
computerized systems. Col. 5, Ins. 59-60. However, such is improper under MPEP 
§2145. 

Therefore, for at least these reasons, claims 10 and 22 are patentabty distinct from 
the art of record. Accordingly, chums U-2] are in condition for allowance al least 
pursuant to the chain of dependency. 

Rejections Under §103 

Regarding claim 17, the Examiner stated, "Smith clearly discloses: a computer 
(22, fig. 1) data signal embodied in a carrier wave and representing a set of instructions 
which, when executed by at least one processor (24, tig, 1), cause the at least one 
processor to integrate a post with one or more computerized bulletin boards by 
automatically placing a copy of a post on another bulletin board to the topic of interest as 
a number of cross-posts between groups may indicate similarities in the subject matter or 
topics covered by the two groups sec also col. 6, lines 28-32 and col. 5, lines 54- to col. 6, 
lines 3. However, the Examiner's characterization of the teachings and suggestions of 
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Smith el al. is incorrect and the cited sections arc unsupportive of the rejection, lurst, the 
sections cited by the Examiner merely state: 

Accordingly, inter-group visualization format 100 may be used as an 
indicator of the commonality in the subject matter of different 
newsgroups. A user familiar with the subject matter of a selected 
newsgroup 106 could identify from inter-group visualization format 100 
other newsgroups 102 that might have related information or subject 
matter. 
Col. 6, Ins, 28-32 

Many posts reference or reply to another post. As an organizational 
aid, posts that reference or reply to another post are nested or 
positioned directly under it to form a "thread. 1 * Threads are, 
organizational trees with an initiaJ post at a top level and branches 
to all the responsive posts, which may themselves have branches as 
well. Some posts are copied or cross-posted to more than one 
newsgroup. A post with no responses or branches is sometimes 
called "barren." 

Usenet is a widely available and widely used communication 
resource. As a consequence of this wide availability, al least some 
parts of Usenet suffer from over- or mis-use that can obscure or 
bury useful information in a newsgroup. For example, some 
newsgroups suffer from off-topic and poorly targeted messages, 
huge numbers of messages being posted, and limited tools for 
generating an overview of the messages in a newsgroup. 
Col. 5, In. 54 to col. 6 Jn. 3. 



Nowhere in these sections docs Smith et al. teach or suggest that a processor is 
caused to "integrate a post with one or more computerized bulletin boards by 
automatically placing a copy of a post on another bulletin board to the topic of interest*" 
as the lixamincr asserted. Rather, as previously addressed, these sections, at best, teach 
that "|s]omc posts arc copied or cross-posted to more than one newsgroup." Col. 5, lns. 
59-60. However, this docs not teach or suggest that such copying or cross- postings are 
performed automatically by at least one processor , as claimed. 

Second, the Examiner stated that because Smith ct al. teaches, "a number of cross- 
posts between groups may indicate similarities in the subject matter or topics covered by 
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the two groups," Smith ct al. teaches the claimed processor configured to perform 
automated cross postings. However, this statement clearly docs not support the 
conclusion for which it is offered lo support. 

That is. Smith el al. Leaches a system and method to generate visualizations of 
collective data. The visualizations are designed to represent the type and organization of 
the data as well as interrelationship of the data. To illustrate the interrelationship of the 
data. Smith ct al. teaches that "[tjhe lengths of the lines representing links 64 [between 
related dataj correspond to the frequency [or level of interrelation of the data], with 
shorter lines corresponding to stronger links and hence higher frequencies. " Col 5, ins.iO- 
21. Therefore, while Applicant agrees with the Examiner that Smith et ah teaches that "a 
number of cross-posts between groups may [be used as a criteria identify] similarities in 
the subject matter or topics covered by the two groups' 1 to determine whether the lines 
connecting the two data sources should be long or short, this disclosure cannot be said to 
teach or suggest '"at least one processor caused to integrate a post with one or more 
computerized bulletin boards by automatically placing a copy of a post on another 
bulletin board to the topic of interest." 

For at lest this reason, Applicant believes claim 17 is patentably distinct from the 
art of record. Accordingly, claims 18-21 are in condition for allowance at least pursuant 
to the chain of dependency. 

Specifically, the lixaminer rejected claims 2-4, 6, 7, 12, 14, 15, and 18-20 under 
35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over various combinations of Smith et aJ., 
Jacoby ct al., Hotter, Leeds, and Durst Jr. et ah Applicant respectfully disagrees with the 
Examiner with respect to the art as applied, but in light of claims 2-4 ? 6, 7, 12, 14, 1 5, and 
18-20 depending from what arc believed otherwise allowable claims. Applicant does not 
believe additional remarks arc necessary and therefore requests allowance of claims 2-4. 
6, 7, 12, 14, 15. and 18-20 at least pursuant to the chain of dependency. 



12 



PAGE 12/13 ' RCVDAT 3/7/2005 1:59:40 PM [Eastern Standard Time] 4 SVR: USPT0-EFXRF-1/5 * DNIS:872930$* CSID:12623762994 4 DURATION (mm-ss):03-22 



Mar. 7. 2005 1:56PM ZPS GROUP LLC 



No. 7124 P. 13 



Stern el al. 



S/N: 10/063,998 




Therefore, in light of at least tlie foregoing, Applicant respectfully believes lhat 
the present application is in condition for allowance. As a result. Applicant respectfully 
requests timely issuance ofa -Notice of Allowance for claims 1-22. 

Applicant appreciates the Examiner's consideration of these Amendments and 
Remarks and cordially invites the Examiner to call the undersigned > should the Examiner 
consider any matters unresolved. 



Attorney Docket No.: GliMS808hl24 
P.O. ADDRESS: 

/.iolkowski Patent Solutions Group, I A XI 
14135 North Cedarburg Road 
Mequoru Wl 53097-1416 
262-376-5170 




Respectfully submitted, 



Jack M. Cook 
Registration No. 56,098 
Telephone 262-376-5170 
jnn::fflzpspatents.com 



Dated: 
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